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prions REGARDING THE amen BUY FOOD PROGRAM, 


ww did retailers hear of Nie Et ie Ane eae eee 4 
Tins st all of the grocers seid that the vholesalers or the 
wholesalers! selesmen told them about the programe 

P roportionately more of those who participated than of those 

who did not said they heard about the BEEN GH ROT PSS Tone 


- sebisfied were ee are with the ‘amount of information 
ae TOCCL VEG? ------- -- nnn en nnn nen nnn nnn nnn nnn sam : 
et out of ten said they got as much information as they Rt 
pees about the program. Participants were more satisfied Me 
‘, han non-participants with the amount of information they 
received. 

Wh did grocers know of the program's purposes?---------------= 6 
Most of them knew the food conservation end/or anti- 

nflationery | purposes of the Banner Buy Food Program. Parti- 
ae as a group, vere better informed about the program's 


Ic Bucpesefut digverccers think thé program{----------- ctetatea ats 7 
A fifth thought it was a success. Twice as many said it wes 
failure. . 


grocers measured the program's SUC CO § Beem renee nn neem 8 
. ose who thought it helped their business were more likely 

to consider the Banner Buy a successful program than those 

who Pec i» 


not eee beed. 


7 
? 


Poa grocers used the a.¢ 


received by ae about one-half of the grocers ae the p 
Only 8 percent used all of the advertising mete and 
prepared special displays as woll. vats i ae ica 
How widely was the banner Used tere cneeeee ne ate ee 
Nine out of ten grocers reported that they bannered some fo 
during the campaigns The four foods most frequently banne 
-wore, canned citrus juice, canned Reese white potatoes, and — 
canned tomato products, 


Meny grocers reported that they used the banner for foods 
which were not on the official list. 


How effective was the program in inoroseing sales of bannered 
foods ?-----------------------------------------------------=-- 
Two-thirds of those who used the banner reported they had ~ 
increased sales of bannered foods. Lowered prices of bennered 
foods appear to have pated in increasing their salose 


survey is one of two. Si preyes that were Np eedunion in pevnetiyett a 

The other studied consumers' reactions 

se mops ‘Both were Pesaanauad by the Division of Special Surveys, Bureau 
ultural Economics, U. S. Department of Agriculture, for the Office of 

nd Feed Conservation of this Department in the spring and early summer of 

“the major purpose of the survey here reported was to learn retailers’ 

Lo s. to the progrom which was tried out by the Office of Food and Feed 

vation im cooperation with local authorities end business men in York and 

er Counties, The program took place during the latter half of May and 

a 1948, Its basic purpose, authorized by Public Law 395, 80th 

no? was to increase the voumranaie teeta of Peneihet ots foods as this would 

e foods and so tend to ease the 


| ee foodse These lists included nationally, 
not necessarily locally, surplus foodse : 


DA officials met with the wholeselers' and chain-store executives in- York and 
‘easter Co.tsand received assurance of their cooperation in making contact 
th all the retail stores in their communities. | 


etailers were given the lists of plentiful foods and asked to feature these 
foods as they thought advisable, . 


+ the same time the wholcsalers in the progrem provided the retailers with: 
Posters: advertising the campaign 

- Banners to mark the individually festured plentiful Foods 

ay a parishes a recipe book "Noney-Saving Main Dishes", 


Ay 


er during the campaign, through the same channels, retailers were pro- 
i nD other advertising materials. 

Be hnas 5 

M anwhile, : news articles about the campaign and its Neo erees were published 
local papers and advertised on the radio, Stores were asked to mention 


et 


_ compaign in their newspaper advertising. 
THE SAMPLE 


f ae universe sempled was all the groce y stores in the following towns 
mp & ry 


} 
York, Red Lion, and Hanover 


Lancaster County: Lancaster, Eli ces ‘Ephrata, and Columbia 


unities were the ones which were vate n esos by random sampling, to 
sample of urban households in York and Lancaster Counties. The sample 


, The method of Selec 
Trade lists of all ae stores in ne seven sahole communities: ‘were “obi 
and checked for completeness end accuracy wren ee businessmen. and « 


A Be Cive eo line of ee: great, ‘all of: their ae units were > ine 
in the sample, os, 


Independent stores were randomly eel ogeea so that the hice oS stores 
sample for each community is proportionel to the number of households 
selected for the pop aloe household surveys 


Interviewingfor this survey began on ba 21 -- 3 weeks after the. 
the campaign -- and ended on August 3. 

One out of ten of the grocers originally selected for the sample sai 
that he had never heard of the Banner Buy Food Progrom., Interviewers had 
instructed to make one attempt to substitute for the gorcers who had not 
of it. They were asked to visit the store that was listed immediately un 
the one originally selected. If the proprictor or manager of the substitu 
establishment had also not heard of the program no further 
mitted. More than half of the grocers who hedn't heard of 
in York County. It was found that most of the grocery stone in this seus 
were served by local wholesalers who hed not taken part in setting up the 
grame In the communities thet were served by York and Lancaster wholesale Ss 
including the cities of York and Lancaster -- only 4 percent of the grocer 
not heard of the program. Field reports sbout these grocers indicate tha 
had small grocery enterprises ~-- often part of a general store or some kin 
specialty store with limited lines of foods. 2 


KNOWLEDGE AND OPINIONS REGARDING THE BANNER BUY FOOD PROGRAM 

How Many Grocers Participated in the Programe? ~ 

Seven out of ten York and Lancaster County grocers said that they 

pert in the Banner Buy Food Program. Their answers to the question, 
store ever take part in the Banner Food Program?", are shown: N 


Grocers who said they: | Percent 


Took part in the program 72 


Did not take part in the program 18 
Did not hear of the program. 10, 
Total 3 100 


Number of ase 


ane isk yi e 4 a Tene. Coie donne: boa 


mers anagers ae the aves grocery enterprises. — Proportionally, 
tores” and stores with large gross weekly sales are included among 
hed pants then oo the ae aah sae 


| ers or managers” of large grocery enterprises were more are then 

_ shopkeepers to have taken part. Proportionally, more chain than independ- — 
stores took. part. Independent cooperative stores (stores individually 
ie bended Pogother: and Pao ae ne as ea unit) were also more likely than 


Type of store 


Chain Independent-cooperative Independent 
Percent Percent Percent 
92 87 . ne 
articipents nD) ae mas 
Rated eo 100 ; ! 100 Opie sie 
ber of grocers: 48 54 95 


Chains were more likely than independent stores to have large gross 
ly sales. Comparing them by income, stores with weekly gross sales of $500 


° | Two-thirds of the grocers who were not in the program were independents 
elmost half of them averaged less than $500 worth of weekly sales. Non- 
ticipants! answers to the question, "Would you please tell me why you did 
take part in the program?" indicate that many had made no choice. Twenty-~ 
e out of the thirty-nine non-participants said they had not been told of it 
asked to take part. Six went on to say that they did not belong to any 
esale group and so were excluded from the program. The remaining grocers 
who didn't take part said that they weren't interested in it, did not have time 
for it, or expressed some antagonism toward it -- dislike of the leaders, their 
f ives, or the program's purpose. These two quotations are from dntorr ews 
independent grocers who: have bey smell businesses. 


"J don't bother with things like that, In fact I don't know 
what itts all about, It could have been on the radio or in the 
pepers for all I know. I haven't had time to pay any attention." 


he husband is ill end I can't keep up with all the things 
I reed the plan but an all the Deeget eto., 


Dee AN 


ans all of’ bbe palit ans ee oun: eee. tre ip ‘opram ha 
ae their wholesalers or wholesalers! salesmen, ‘This. was the 4] 
information about it and, for about oo of the i) eae. 


Sa ose 


not already mentioned by the grocer, "Did you ma any eee ae it 'ro 
(special meeting, radio, etc.)?"; third, evaluation, by asking "Which of th 

sources would you say gave you the most information about the program? 
Table 3 summarizes gt responses to the three kinds of questions, : 


Recognition 
\ . 3 oa tn addition: te 
| Spontaneous spontaneous 
Source recall recall 
Percent / Percent / 
#Wholesaler or salesman 63 94 
Newspaper 53 84 
#USDA official or official letter 10. 24 
Radio 7 45 
#Special meeting red 20° 
Trade paper 3 84 
#7T rade association 3 20 
#Store owner or supervisor 5 ef 
Friends yack 26 
Other stores. | 1 Be Peas 
Customers 1 2/ 
Newsreels 3 : petits 3 
Cannot select among sources -- Me and 
Not ascertained oat ite 9 is emule! fs 
Number of grocers 199 2 


1/ Percentages add to more than 100 for many heard of the progtan £ 


than one source, 
2/ These sources were not ‘norudea | on the checklist. 
termine recognition, therefore, was not asked, 


div f Renton. ‘Yo one beoneae 
e lear ) pr ram from newsreels but 3 per= 
; y them, s d that they had seen something about the pro= 
» movi. de ADK theso grocers, who were participants, knew considerable 
progrem and reported having oath of it from many sources other than 


ca } 


Pecuroes wexiea in table 3 with a signal (#) are designeted in the following 
as the official ones. They are the ones through which it was plenned that 
rocers in York and Lancaster would get information, The remaining sources 
ormal and Gh ache so far as retailers were concerned. As would be 


" ‘Non All 
Gre ers who spontaneously recalled Participants Participants grocors 
_ that they heard about the program Benaens Percent Percent 
: from: jrolineadlicade ——_ 
al sources only Slay 18 53 
ficial and non-official 26 13 hee 
~officiel sources only 7 54 16 
ascertained 6 15 fe 
Total 100 Foon, 100 
ee of grocers 160 39° 199 


2 Bight out of ten grocers were satisfied with the information they ro- 
% ved about the programe The question was "Did you get all the information 
_ abou ‘the program that you wanted or would you have liked more?" 


Non All 

Participants Participants grocers 

. Percent Percent Percent 
1 the information they wanted oa 40 80 
have liked more information 9 1/53 1/18 
; i mt a saa 
100 100. 100 


a 160 39 199 


nee pute of information was ane on given as the reason for non-partici- 
.is not surprising that a relatively large proportion of grocers who 
the program expressed dissatisfaction with the information they had. 

ten of the participants and only four out of ten of the pumice 
sfaction Ns the information they had mbar epntel i 


“Rnowl edge SF che 4 Bag ee purposes “was widespr he- 
York and Lancaster Counties -- less so among the non-participants, | 
than. emong the grocers who took parte 


o yan 3 


Question: “As you see it, what were the pumpoe 2 of the Banner Food Pr ere 


“dn. WW EMrye, i. 

; Participants Participants & 
Said that the program's purpose was: Percent vA date Ve Pe 
To sell more plentiful foods and/or a 

conserve scarce foods 81 58 
Reduce cost of living; cut prices; 

save housewives! money 18 CA wag 
Educate housewives--either nutri- 

tionally or economically 8 3 

Assist special groups 6 . 10 
Help wholesalers get rid of un- 
wanted stocks 
Help producers of certain brands 
Increase profits of big business pane 
Curry political favor Ny 
Increase Governmental regimentation 
Other suggested purposes ae Sik - 13 
Aid Europe — 
Support farm prices 
Instill fair trades 
Build up business 
Discover people's opinions 
Save food or money ; 
Help the people | vile 
Don't know purpose 1 ere 
Not ascertained | 2 10 
Number of grocers © 160 Bet: tie ORE, 


Wh Percentages add to more than 100 for some grocers gave more than one 
Almost three-fourths of the grocers gave correctly the immediate and s; 
purpose for which the progrem was designed -- to stimulate sales of r 
foods. Very small proportions gave answers that showed they were 
In all, 7 percent suggested antagonism toward the program by the 
attributed to it. Only 4 percent, however, mentioned only unfavo 
poses; the other 3 ssid the program had some Suh igh ares PLE: 
special-interest ErOUPe 


a 


ie Phe 
How Successful Did Grocers Think the Program? 


Regardless of the purposes they ascribed to the program, only one-fifth 


of the grocers considered it unqualifiedly successful. 


Question: “Now, in Peat) would you say that the Benner Food Program has been 


a success or failure around here?" 


Said the program wes: : Percent 
Successful 20 
Partly successful = partly failure 30 
Peilure 40 
Undecided or don't know 8 
Not ascertained Rye 2 
Total 100 
Number of grocers isch) 


The criteria grocers used to measure the success of the program were 


diverse. Whether or not it increased sales; whether or not it aroused interest; 


whether or not it helped the housewives, or the storekeepers; whether or not it 


reduced food prices - all of these were used as measures to evaluate the proe 
grem's success. Those who thought it was successful said it had stimulated 
the sales of the bannered foods, had served an educational purpose in teach- 
ing housewives how to shop; or had aroused some interest. 


ares 


Some of the reesons given by grocers who thought the program was a failure 


"Nobody paid much attention. They felt the Government was just messing 


around, wasting money, and maybe trying something like price control 
or rationing." 


"My customers buy. only what they need -- you can't force people to buy 
these items." 


"Most of the items listed were not considered to be surplus at the time -- 
and certainly weren't the cheapest. Tomatoes, eggs, asparagus, lettuce, 
shouldn't te there." 

"People were disappointed thet prices were not lowered." 

"T+ didn't help me." 


"T don't think it had near enough publicity from the standpoint of the 
housewives." 


" ..if an article is scarce it tastes better, or if it's hard to get." 


Question: "Do you think there is anything they could have done te males 
more successful?" 


Grocers who thought program was a failure and 
said: 
Something could have been done to make it 

more successful 


Nothing could have been done 


Don't know whether or not anything could - 
have been done 


Not ascertained 
Total 


Number of grocers 


Roughly in order of the frequency of their Pewteh: here are the suseestio 
made by grocers who shes Se the program might have been improved, f 


Use more publicity, more or more effective advertising . 
Reduce prices on the plentiful foods ere 
Improve local supervision; include more contact with retail grocer if 
Select other foods - those locally in surplus 

Increase number and variety of foods to be “bannered" 
Contact housewives directly | "ek SE So ih Aine 
Have private industry, not Government, sponsor program 
Use premiums as incentives 


: How Grocers Measured the Program's Success” 


or Pep ee: 


a a 


One measure used was grocers! estimates of the effect of the program on 


their own business. Opinion of the participators was about equally divided on 
this question. 


Question: "Would you say the program helped your business or not?" 


Participating grocers who said 


that the program: Percent 
Helped business 45 
Did not help 49 
Uncertain peed "nether or not it helped 2 
Not ascertained 4 
Total 100 
Number of grocers 160 » 


The grocers who thought their own business had been helped were far more 
likely to consider the program successful than those who thought it had not 
helped them personally. 


Grocers who participated and said, 


3 


4 that the program: 
, Helped own Did not holp 

Eveluetion of the program business business 
Percent _ Percent 

hae 45 4 

Partial success ; 43 29 

Failure 12 63 

Uncertain ~e 3 

Not ascertained Dia IL 

Total 100 100 


Number of grocers . 12 79 


customers. were and those who 
as the BOOGE eile 


Question: “Do you think - your customers were Sa ovasten in the proerens fo} 


Vie 


Partielpating grocers who said that 


‘ their customers: Percent 
Were interested in the program ee: . 
Were not interested 48 


Didn't know whether or not they 


were interested iE 
Not ascertained 3 
Total 100, 

Number of grocers” 160 agg G 


For the most part, the grocers who said that the Banner Bi Progy 
helped their business also thought their customers were interested in its 
those vho said it didn’t help their business were likely to think their cus- 
tomers were not interested in the program, Grocers who thought their cus- 
tomers were interested were moro likely to consider the program a succes 


than those who “hought their customers were not interested. 


: Grocers who Rea and 
thought that: ae 


Evaluation of the program Their customers 
were interested 
Percent 
Success ; 42 
Partial success | 36 
Failure | Lo ae 
4 Uncertain BR 
Not ascertained ; ae! 
Total 100 
Number of grocers tb | be | 76 


ENE 


4 | In speaking of the program, two of the kinds of comments made struck 
at the basis of the program's purposes. . 


To Me as es ee) ae 3, j has bl chine cawiniasy obs 


“success or fat ure of tie: programs in reasons fae euee 
y interest in its i at disoussions of its ae pe on sales erin 


ack o 


whenth. of aM erocors benty that plemtiful foods are not desired -- 
ple want tho scarce foods. This an of commont appeared most fre= - 
in answors to a rather direct question asked of tho merchents who 
the Banner Buy Poster. Their opinions of the poster'sslogan, “Buy 


11 Foods" are indicated: 


"Do you think the slogan ‘Buy Plentiful Foods? helped or hurt sales 
of the banner foods?" 


Grocers who used the posters and said 


that the slogan; | Percent 
Helped sales 48 
Hurt sales | . 4c 
Did not affect sales es 43 
Not shakbarnad | | eae: eit 
Total ; 100 
Number of grocers ” 137 


' te 


One o tho: men who said that the slogan, hurt sales put it this Nei 


"They should have put on ‘Buy Scarce pone: sh einen are 
Lenti ful. people think -- well, rll get that tomorrow." 


idea shat the eats cal aspect of the foods should “it be emphasized was 
mentioned Lit discussions of the _program's success, of consumer interest 


Vite 
Patent of Participation in the Banner Buy Program 


ee now the grocers who took any part in the program heve been con=. 
dered as a groupe Actually there was great variation in the extent 
to which retailers participated -= from those whose only activity was 
o heng @ poster in the store window in eval to those ‘who gave time and 


weg to- Ta ounaea es the program. 
How llany Grocers Used the Advertising Materials? 


bee ae the participants said they displayed the Banner Buy Posters 
pe-book posters, and used the banners to mark the featured foodse 
riels were distributed to the merchants at the beginning of the 
Very few participants reported that they had not received the pla- 
the recipe-book posters. The leaflet "Hello Housewives" and the 

2 Plen iful Potatoes” which were to jaye. been distributed. in June 


were less Renate used. Half of the grocers ine inbeer ed that toes fe not 
seen or received these hide ck less than half Hees that they dise 
tributed theme 


: Participating grocers who said they: 


Did not ‘Did not Not. “kill 


Questions asked about: ~ Displayed display receive ascer- partion 
materials materials materials tained ipents — 
Basic materials - Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent 


"How many of these posters 
did you use in the store 
windows?" 1/ | 88 2/ B ay 


"How many posters did you use 
inside the store?" if 82 9 uy 
“How about the recipe-book j 

poster -- did you display that?" 87 3 9 


"Did you use these little banners 
to mark the plentiful foods?" 81 9 aad 


Additional materials 


"Did you distribute the leaflet 
' SHello Housewives! ?" 46 4 49 


"Did you distribute a booklet about 
potatoes called 'Use Plentiful aa ws 
Potatoes'?" 43 4 50 


Number of grocers 160 


1/ It was assumed that every grocer who reported taking part would have at least 


received the posters so no space was left in the questionnaire for a "Did not © 
receive materials" report. It is possible that a few grocers did not receive 
posters and may be included in the "Not ascertained” category. | 


e Includes 2 percent of the participants who said they had no store windows 
ich posters could be placed. : 


In addition to using the materials provided by the U. S. Department of Agricu 
many grocers prepared special displays of the bannered foods during the campa 


Questions: "Did you make any special window displays of plentiful foods du n 
the campaign?" 

"Did you make any special displays inside of the store?" 

Window up 

Participating grocers who said they: display lapley om 

Prepared displays 42 
Did not prepare displays V/ 56 
Not ascertained 2 


Total 100 
Number of grocers 160 


1/ Includés 16 percent who reported they have no display nintons oa 


splays ell over the ya ties -- Sane Bomen benner 
ng (ey Buys,' Ns band Beene! up stréamers pointing to the displays. 


“one-fifth af the lela stores reported that they sometimes 
; d in the newapaperss not quite half of these men answered in the wes 
> the questions “Did you run any newspaper advertising about the compaign? 


nies grocers et ee some of the campaign materials. (See first table 
a m2); Relatively few of them, however, used all of the materials that 
to have been made available to them. The following table shows the extent 


articipation as measured by use of advertising eee es of the grocers who 
in the program. 


pee peers seek GE 
Percent Percent 
Grocers reported they: 
-d not use all basic materials or 
ic not display in ell suggested ways 42 34 
a all basic metre Ne in suggested ‘ 
58 46 
sod basic materials and-«= 
Prepared displays (in store 
windows and inside) 24 20 
‘Used additional distributed 
materials al 16 
_ (€+D) Used all’ basic and 
additional materials in sug- 
gested ways and prepared 3 
window and inside displays if 8 ees) 
one ZO 
100 100 
160 299 


Mepresents only 13 grocers. In all later tables which show the relation. 
tent of participation and other data about the grocers, the E group is 
cause it is so small. 


"he groupings B, C, D, and E are not mutually exclusive. Many of the same 

wh prepared ai splaya (C) may also have distributed leaflets and book= 

e And all those in groups C, D, and E are included in B. What the table 

a screening of grocers toward greater participation in the program, it 

s that although no fewer than 8 out of 10 participants used any one of 
materials provided for the campaign, a much smaller majority (only 58 per 

1 of them; although no fewer than two-fifths reported using any one 
hee 8 da of the grocers in the program did all of ek 


cers!’ attitudes toward the program and the extent to which they took pe 


a. “pa ipation i : nee 
measure ve atti Gace eorene it or his willingness ‘to ‘cooperat e with su 
grame Some grovers said they did not even know of the existence of som 
materials; many epparently did not receive’ all these materials; few ha 
windows for posters or displays. Thore is, however, some relation betwe 


Extent of Participation 
Be I (eG sa 
Attitude toward program 1/ Pct. Pots Pet,  Pcte 


+ 


Enthusiastic or active Teo oa 4) 49 
Not enthusiastic 85 64 56 45 
Not ascertained ai ee a Mev et 

Total Ks $60. s OALOO 4" BOL: Sarde 
Number of grocers 67 O54 OS. 33 


1/ This rating is besed on answers to the question: "As far as you are 


would you say you took an active interest or did you just go along with 
gram?" combined with an interviewer's rating of the grocers*t attitude to 
program. 


The extent to which grocers took part in the program is also rotate 
their estimates a the program's Hen eset It appears that the more 


uetenss 
m \ b e not?" 
Question: “Would you say the program he}pgd your, osiness orn 


A "SB: C D 
Replies F Pot. “4 Pets Pet. Pet 
Helped business 33 58 | 64 70 
Did not help business 59 43 36 25 
Undecided 3 I ie. 3 
Not ascertained GN se ar eee 
Total POO ET LOO LOO 21004 
Number of grocers 67 93 39 ; 33 


i xe 


oe 15 - 


Not only were chain stores more likely than independents to take part in 
the program, put they were also more Likely to have used all the materials. The 
greater extent of chain-store participation may. be-due more,to the fact that pro- 
portionately more of them received all the materials and suggestions than to any 
greater enthusiasm for the program on their Bates This is deyonstrated in sume 
marye t. i ase api i 


ee Independent. Ja All 

ys _. , , Ghain cooperative Independent participants 
Participants reported they had Percent Percent “Percent Percent 

not received following 

materials: : ' aye cgibiea ey sa 
Smell banners / VE on oe nS YEO if 
Recipe book poster 2 4 it 2 
Leaflet “Hello Housewives" 30 55 57 49 
Booklet "Use Plentiful Potatoes" 32 ol , 63 50 
Number of grocers | 44, Ty idl 69 Ty 60 


Whatever the cause, the following table shows the difference in extent 
of participation in the program of chain and independent stores. 


All 
Extent of Participation participants 
, 2 yit ale eC taee bi) agi 

1/ Pete Pete Pcte Pet. Pot. 

Kind of store: = DOT TRE CR De ot at Te 
Chain 14, 38 44 59 28 
Independent-cooperative 25 38 ol 530 29 
Independent 63 ras) £0... 20. 43 
ad Total 4 ; Niaea BOOT ROG Li BOOK 2 LOO 100 
Nomber of grocors Con C7 TOS we ABOUAY) BBs A 160 


4 The relative proportion of ;chain to other types of stores was arbitrarily set 
See Sample statement ‘Page 1) and does not purport to represent the actual pro- 
portions of these stores in York end Lancaster Counties. Therefore, it vould be 
incorrect to say that 28 percent of the participants were chain stores, 29 per= 
cent independents, etc. The significant and correet comparisons are between 
groups A, B, C, and D, and not within them 


“the basis ‘for one tevdl sions’ ee an this sect 0 
two questions: . 


1. "Do you remember what foods you bannered?™ 


2. “Here is a list of foods that somo grocers have bennerede Ha J 
bamnered any of these (in addition to the ones PERS alrencyy 
me about)?" ) pee 


Nine out of ten storekeopers reported at least one food they had 
during the campaign. A listing of all the foods that were reported shows | 
many grocers used the banner for foods which were not on the officiel 1i be 
lected for the program, " 


Percent 


Participants who reported thet they: 


Bannered some foods during the campaign 
Bannered only the officially designated foods 


Bannered both officially designated and other 
foods 


Bannered only foods which were not officially 
designated 


Did not report what foods they bannered or whether 
they had bannered any foods 


Total 


Number of grocers 


Although appearing to have been rather widespread, the ee 


foods was not as pooee as the above table might indicate. 
mentioned one or two non-official items while listing many of the foods 
been selected for the program. If the list of foodsmentioned is consi 
fifth of the ones grocers themselves recollected (Question 1 above). 
use eee This amount s ce about e tenth of all foods rorentedss 


official items. 


a a a a a aad 1 oe me 


Ones. 


% 


-17- 


The following list indicates the extent to vhich the bammer was used by 
the campaign's participators for the officially designated foods. 


Products grocers bamnered — Percent Products grocers bannered Percent 
Canned citrus juice 70 Sweet potatoes 24 
: : Fruit spreads 20 
Canned peas 67 Eggs 19 
| 7 Colery 19 
Irish potatoes 60 Lettuce 19 
: Apples 19 
Canned tomato products 51 Fresh or frozen fish arts 
Spinach 14 
Peanut butter 44. Honey 12 
Fresh citrus fruit 42 Cenned purple plums 11 
Tomatoes 41 Canned pumpkin 8 
Uried fruit 37 Cauliflower if 
Apple juice or sauce 34. Chickens 4 

Canned grapefruit segments 26 


Cabbage 25 
Number of grocers 160 


So far as non-official foods were included, more then 10 percent of the 
grocers said they used the banner for beans -- baked beans, pork and beans, 
kidney beens, etc., -= and for canned corn, In addition to these, more than 
40 other food or grocery items were mentioned as having been bennerede The 
list includes such diverse items as soap powder, luncheon meats, prepared 
puddings, cookies, coffee, end noodles, Finally there was a group of about 
e dozen items which were so vaguely described = as "fresh vegetables" or 
“cenned fruits" - that is was impossible to classify them as correctly or in- 
correctly. bannered, 


The meen average number of items that were bannered during the campaign 
by those who reported bannering any specific foods was 93; excluding the non- 
official foods the average was 8, 


How Effective was the Program in Incrensing Sales of Bannered Foods? 


The final answer to the question about the effectiveness of the Banner 
Buy Food Program could be made only after en audit of the sales of the parti-+ 
cipating stores in York and Lancaster Counties, But the following tabulation 
gives some indication that, in general, grocers thought sales of the plentiful 
foods were increased by the use of the banner; 1, 


Participating grocers who bennered some officially 


designated food and who reported: Percent 
Increased sales of all foods they bannered 538 
Increased sales of some; not of others oo 
No increase in sales of any bannered foods 29 
Not ascertained zi 
Total 100 
Number of grocers 144 


1/ This tabulation is derived from answers to the question, asked individually 
About all bannered foods mentioned by the grocer, "Did putting a banner on 
increase its sales or not?" 
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Grocers who bannered designated food and juice peas tatoes p 
who reported: Percent Percent Percent ~ 
Increased sales 3 64. 66 55 
No incresse in sales 36 Sed LAG 
Not ascertained — sie va omy 

Total re 100 100 
Number of grocers 112 107 96 


The items for which the banner appeared to be least effective in i 
sales include among others, the relatively expensive and less staple foods an 
the less frequently bannered foods, These foods are: chickens, eggs, honey, 
lettuce, peanut butter, tomatoes, canned pumpkin, spinach. More grocers thought 
that sales of these bannered items had not increased than thought Mee hades ig 


Although the question about increased sales of bannered foods was 
lated in terms of, 'did putting a banner on the specific food! affect its 
sales, there is some evidence that reduced prices of the bannered items 
influenced Se sa ale so The Fey aus ort between ne action taken | in roeenm 


: tion re orted: — 
Participating grocers who bennered Mati eSB ES 

some officially designated food and Reduced all Reduced some No P: 

who reported: 4 prices not others 


Percent Percent 


Increased sales of all bannered 
foods ; shan | 21 


Increased sales of somes; not others | 21 53 


No increase in sales of bannered 
foods a ae Ried, | rH ; 26 


Not ascertained en 5 Aiea ee 
Total 100 100 


Number of grocers sis oN TAS 


the banner. “The largest proportion of grocers who nevoeued no "ettect « 
banner on sales were those who had taken no action in poet oe to prices 
bannered foods, | 
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Four bannered foods 
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Rica were, Loe pa ehkeleene, aried fruit, eggs, lottuce, 
tter, spinach, tomatoes, canned grapefruit segments, and canned 
ing bot list at the bottom of Page 18 shows that there was considerable 


Re eats 
We aly 
# 


LY 
. 


aS ‘ 

PN cs 
if fi ced 
: a 


